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                                                                                                       February 6, 2009 
 
Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources 
100 Cambridge St. 
Boston, MA 02114 
 

RE: IPPC Stakeholder Comment Response to the APS Rulemaking Process 
 

ALTERNATIVE ENERGY PORTFOLIO STANDARD 
(APS) 225 CMR 16.00 

 
        International Paper Products Corporation (IPPC) is a Massachusetts based 
business stakeholder and one of the largest individual utility rate payers in Westfield, 
Massachusetts.  IPPC has been intimately involved with the legislation and 
rulemaking process for the RPS since 1998.  In fact, IPPC was founded specifically 
due to the vision that “Paper Derived Fuel” (PDF) as a fossil fuels avoidance measure, 
when co-fired in pulverized coal fired power plants, was a good fit to what IPPC 
believed met some of the intentions of the original RPS goals.  IPPC has met with 
dozens of Massachusetts executive administration representatives and legislators 
during the writing of the initial RPS legislation and the 2008 Green Communities Act 
Chapter 169 regarding the (RPS I & II and APS).  During this period IPPC has 
continually met with the regulators of the Massachusetts Department of Energy 
Resources (MADOER) and Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
(MADEP) to clearly define IPPC’s practical and beneficial application in both the 
RPS and APS.  IPPC’s proposed use of PDF in the RPS Tier I & II and the APS 
clearly creates new “green jobs” and meets the goals presented in the “Background 
Document on the Proposed Regulation for the Renewable Energy Portfolio Standard, 
October 2001” which called for the following: 
 

 Decreasing pollution from existing power plants 

 Diversifying the fuels used to generate power in or near our region 

 Decreasing our reliance on fuels imported from other regions 

 Moderating price volatility caused by reliance on imported fuels. 



 

       Detailed information provided at the end of this submittal regarding PDF’s 
capabilities for achieving the RPS and APS goals are further outlined in IPPC’s 
January 28, 2009 treatise response to the Massachusetts Department of Environmental 
Protections request for response to proposed questions for the Re-Writing of 
Massachusetts Solid Waste Master Plan.  
 
 

IPPC’S GENERAL COMMENTS TO 225 CMR 16.00 APS   
 
        IPPC applauds the efforts made by the MADOER and MADEP in the difficult 
task assigned to creating rules consistent with the legislative directives of the 2008 
Green Communities Act Chapter 169.  The MADOER and MADEP should be 
commended for the RPS Tier I & II and APS rules presented on January 1, 2009 
taking into consideration the time constraints allotted to complete these emergency 
rules.  IPPC believes the APS legislation, as it currently stands, specifically with 
regards to 16.05(1)(e) Net Carbon Dioxide Emissions Rate. “A Generation Unit shall 
not exceed a net carbon dioxide emissions rate of 890 pounds per MWh” will be the 
major obstacle preventing some of the approved APS technologies from economical 
and commercially viable deployment for participation in achieving the scheduled 
Renewable Energy Development mandated in 225 CMR 16.07 APS minimum 
standards.  While the intentions of the mandatory maximum Net Carbon Dioxide 
Emissions Rate are good, the end results for requiring the APS technologies to meet 
this aggressive CO2 emissions target will yield the same results as the original RPS 
and “once again” Alternative Compliance Payments (ACP) will be collected to satisfy 
the majority of Retail Electric Suppliers APS requirements.  The irony of this is that 
natural gas is an extracted, non-renewable petroleum resource that still emits 
fossilized carbon and yet has become the standard used to regulate biomass unit 
performance and emissions. 
 
        IPPC believes that the intent of the APS legislation was to provide for practical 
and commercially available “transitional” technologies to offer some “other” forms of 
Renewable Energy while the zero emissions or desired “best” emission technologies 
sought after in the RPS became economically and technologically available.  As the 
more attractive RPS technologies develop, any immediate contributions or 
improvements in alternative energies, thermal efficiencies and emissions should be 
welcomed and supported by the APS.   
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IPPC urges the MADOER and MADEP to take caution when considering the 
comments and recommendations made by the Conservations Law Foundation. 
Transitional technologies that provide for any development of alternative energy and 
environmental improvements within the legislative APS guidelines should receive 
assistance upon meeting realistic and achievable rules set forth by the MADOER. 
Implementation of unrealistic standards beyond the legislative requirements only 
serve to economically or technologically block approved beneficial transitional 
technologies and will result in Alternative Compliance Payments being the major end 
result of the APS. The goal is to develop transitional alternative energies ASAP! 
 

IPPC submits that the MADOER is the expert authority in the drafting of the 
APS final rules.  Hopefully the MADOER in a combined effort with the MADEP will 
be able to seize the opportunity to provide the best possible economical and realistic 
path for all qualified technologies to participate while staying within the current 
legislative guidelines.  If the final rules offer no obtainable and clearly defined 
tangible opportunities for all approved APS technologies to develop Renewable 
Energy in accordance with APS timelines, then the APS will only serve to collect 
Alternative Compliance Payments, which is clearly not the intent of the legislators, 
ratepayers and constituents of Massachusetts.  
 

 
IPPC’s COMMENTS SPECIFIC TO 225 CMR 16.05 (1)(a)(4) and (1)(e) & 225 

CMR 16.05(2) 
AS THEY PERTAIN TO “PAPER DERIVED FUEL” 

 
 

        IPPC’s intended use of Paper Derived Fuel as approved in the APS is specifically 
targeted for co-firing mainly in pulverized coal fired power plants operating in 
Massachusetts.  As previously discussed, the maximum net carbon dioxide emission 
rate of 890 pounds per MWh will likely make it impossible for paper derived fuel to 
be economically and technologically feasible as a fossil fuel alternative energy 
avoidance measure within the current APS legislation and MADOER 225 CMR 16.00 
draft rules.  In order to allow for some possibility of PDF use for compliance 
opportunities within the APS, IPPC requests the MADOER review the following 225 
CMR 16.02 Definition Generation Unit. “A facility that converts a fuel or an energy 
resource into electrical energy” as it applies to PDF within the APS draft rules. 
 
        In Massachusetts there currently exists approximately 1,400 megawatts of 
operating electrical generation capacity from pulverized coal boilers.  Some 
“facilities” own and operate only one individual pulverized coal or oil fired boiler at a 
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single location while other “facilities” own and operate multiple pulverized coal 
and/or oil fired boilers at a single location.  If a “Generation unit” operates more than 
one fossil fuel boiler at their “facility” and co-fires PDF in one fossil fuel boiler using 
APS compliant PDF, if the legislation allows, the APS compliance requirements 
should only be based of the individual boiler co-firing PDF and not for the aggregate 
of all boilers operated at that “facilities” location.  
 
        IPPC is not clear that the APS draft rules aggregate facilities with multiple 
boilers when defined as a “generation unit” under 225 CMR 16.02 and as described 
above for PDF co-firing compliance under the APS.  IPPC requests that the 
MADOER clearly define this issue and allow for each boiler operating at a single 
multiple boiler location to stand on its own as a single electrical generation source.     
  
        As the MADOER and MADEP work to complete the final rules IPPC urges the 
MADOER to carefully review the rules in their current form while taking into 
consideration all information developed during this process, the public comments 
submitted during the hearing held on February 5, 2009 and all written comments 
received in compliance with the rulemaking process.  IPPC urges the MADOER to 
allow every opportunity possible within the legislative guidelines for every qualified 
technology to participate in the development of alternative energies to avoid the 
undesired collection of alternative compliance payments to satisfy this commendable 
effort pursued by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.   
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
 
Mark A. Dupuis, President/CEO 
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January 28, 2009 

Mr. Marc Fournier 
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
One Winter Street 
Boston, MA  01288 

RE: Re-Writing of the Massachusetts Solid Waste Master Plan 

Dear Mr. Fournier: 

        International Paper Products Corporation (IPPC) has attended several of the 
public Massachusetts Solid Waste Master Plan (SWMP) development meetings and 
Solid Waste Advisory Council (SWAC) meetings. As I understand, the core agenda 
of these meetings is to identify and explore all available viable technologies for best 
methods of materials management and waste management. The goal is to diligently 
select the best available proven technologies and methods for incorporation into the 
MA DEP’s rewriting of the SWMP for the management of the approximately 6.5 
million tons per year of waste currently generated in Massachusetts.

        During the opening of the January 22, 2009 SWAC meeting held at the MA 
DEP on One Winter Street, I believe the MA DEP Commissioner, Laurie Burt, 
explained that the “vision" for the rewriting of the Solid Waste Master Plan would 
be based around Reduce, Reuse and Recycle and non-hazardous “residual materials” 
lifecycle management as a “first priority”. IPPC was founded in 1998 and is “A 
Materials Lifecycle Management Company®”. During this time, with regards to 
ongoing discussions with the MA DEP, it has been IPPC’s position that non-
recyclable, non-hazardous materials should not be considered waste, when properly 
managed at the source, acquired as a raw material and manufactured into a 
marketable product. Under these conditions non-recyclable, non-hazardous materials 
should not be regulated as waste and viewed as “secondary materials” not solid 
waste. This premise is nearly the same as how recyclables are recognized, managed 
and regulated. These source managed secondary materials should not be considered 
waste unless or until they enter a waste container. This method of materials life 
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cycle management of secondary materials is consistent with the USEPA’s position 
and proposed rule scheduled for completion during mid 2009, “Identifications of 
Non-Hazardous Materials That Are Not Solid Waste” Docket EPA-HQ-RCRA-
2008-0329, which would establish that certain materials which meet specified 
“legitimacy tests” should be used wherever possible as an alternative fuel. While the 
USEPA’s current focus is on cellulose and certain plastics for use as an alternative 
energy, IPPC suggests that other non-hazardous materials, disposed of as waste, 
should be viewed and managed in the same light as secondary materials for other 
beneficial uses. IPPC urges the MA DEP to further incorporate the intent of this rule 
making process in its policy formulations and re-writing of the Massachusetts Solid 
Waste Master Plan.

        I would like to emphasize that IPPC strongly believes and supports that the first 
order of materials life cycle management should “always” be: Reduce, Reuse, 
Recycle. During the SWMP and SWAC meetings, the MA DEP has clearly 
explained that recycling in Massachusetts has basically flat-lined for nearly ten 
years. This fact, as IPPC understands it, is in part why it is necessary to review and 
rewrite Massachusetts SWMP. Based on IPPC’s experience in materials life cycle 
management, the recycling markets continue to develop and have been robust other 
than during down turns in the economy, which we are currently experiencing. IPPC 
believes the recycling flat-line experienced in Massachusetts is not due to the lack of 
market demand but directly related to the access of recyclables that continue to be 
disposed of as waste. This access to recyclables using innovative approaches is what 
IPPC believes should be clearly targeted in the re-writing of the SWMP.

        From what IPPC has observed during the SWMP and SWAC meetings, many 
of the suggestions, ideas and methods offered for reevaluation are similar to the 
original foundations that the current SWMP was built upon. Non-hazardous 
secondary materials represent a substantial portion of the materials currently being 
disposed of as waste. It is IPPC’s position if environmentally safe beneficial uses for 
non-hazardous residual materials are not utilized and supported by the people and 
government of the Commonwealth, then these materials would be destined to three 
last resort methods of disposal. Methods under consideration to address the future 
waste disposal capacity requirement of Massachusetts are: increasing landfill 
capacity, increasing incineration/waste-to-energy capacity and low cost disposal 
exportation of waste out of state. These options provide for no real economic 
stability, are detrimental to re-use and recycling initiatives, and are a “last resort” 
option that is potentially unnecessary. 
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Increasing Landfill Capacity
New landfills will increase the costs of disposal, continue to provide a 
negative impact on re-use and recycling, create areas of land that contain 
hazardous materials, and at the end of the day only to be subsidized by the 
Massachusetts rate payers to mitigate the release of methane gas produced 
from the activities of continued landfill waste disposal.

Increasing Incineration/Waste-to-Energy Capacity
New incineration/waste-to-energy capacity will continue to increase the costs 
of disposal, provide a negative impact on re-use and recycling and generate 
concentrated hazardous waste in the form of ash. While incineration/waste-to-
energy facilities are currently banned from burning some recyclables and 
provided incentives to remove other recyclables, the fact of the matter remains 
that incineration/waste-to-energy plants must burn large volumes of valuable 
clean combustible cellulose based materials to exist. These valuable 
combustible materials are a renewable biomass resource that have substantial 
market value and can be sold into the energy markets as a low cost fossil fuel 
avoidance measure. Building additional incineration/waste-to-energy facilities 
in Massachusetts will ensure that the constituents and businesses of 
Massachusetts will be forced to continue paying these facilities exorbitant 
“tipping fees” for this valuable cellulose based material, only to be disposed 
of as waste. In IPPC’s view, this is unnecessary and irrational. If all non-
hazardous cellulose based materials are removed from the waste stream and 
managed as secondary materials, incineration/waste-to-energy plants would 
not have enough combustible materials available to operate. Without question, 
the majority of constituents in the commonwealth would like nothing more 
than to see the existing incinerators/waste-to-energy facilities operating in 
Massachusetts closed.

Exportation of Waste Out of State for Low Cost Disposal 
While this option avoids the environmental repercussions of waste disposal 
from occurring in the Commonwealth, Massachusetts, as a responsible 
steward of the environment, should assume responsibility for managing its 
own recyclables, secondary materials and waste. The only realistic long term 
method to preventing the exportation of materials and waste for disposal is for 
the government and people of the Commonwealth to fully support economical 
and environmentally safe viable and sustainable materials management and 
waste management solutions that are significantly lower cost than exporting 
waste out of state.
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        IPPC urges the Massachusetts executive branch, legislators, regulators and the 
people of the Commonwealth to align with President Obama’s U.S. directive for 
“change” by thinking out of the box in the rewriting of the SWMP without 
jeopardizing the core responsibility of protecting the environment. IPPC encourages 
the MA DEP and stakeholders to embrace technologies that are available today and 
in the near future to achieve the materials management and waste management goals 
of the new SWMP.

        IPPC respectfully proposes the following treatise for consideration in response 
and support to questions posed by the MA DEP in the Draft SWMP Framework and 
Stakeholder Discussion Questions of November 2008 regarding “fuel for energy”.  

 What opportunities are there to use stocks of discarded materials as substitutes 
for virgin fossil fuels? 

REWRITING THE MASSACHUSETTS SOLID WASTE MASTER PLAN

        I would like to offer the following initial thoughts, in support of the MA DEP’s 
“new vision” for the re-writing of the Solid Waste Master Plan, in an attempt to 
assist in drawing a clear distinction to “What is Waste” and “What is Not Waste”
and how these materials may be best separately viewed, regulated and managed. 

The MA DEP should consider creating a new clearly stated vision of 
materials life cycle management with a priority of formulating its 
policies around this foundation. 
The MA DEP should consider forming a new Bureau of Materials 
Lifecycle Management.   
The MA DEP should consider re-writing the Massachusetts Solid 
Waste Master Plan (SWMP) specifically for the management of 
“waste”.
The MA DEP should consider writing a separate master plan entitled 
Massachusetts Materials Lifecycle Management Plan (MLMP) 
specifically for the management of recyclables and “secondary 
materials”.     

        The remainder of this correspondence provides supporting information to 
IPPC’s prioritized and comprehensive vision for the re-writing of the Massachusetts 
Solid Waste Master Plan for non-hazardous materials. 
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Massachusetts Materials Lifecycle and Waste Management Master Plans

1. Reduce – Reuse – Recycle (MLMP all available methods and technologies) 
2. Secondary Materials (MLMP all available and near future technologies) 
3. Waste Materials (SWMP new and existing methods and technologies) 

        Unquestionably, the best solution for the reduction and management of waste is 
at the front end of “generation”. The methods used for Reduce-Reuse-Recycle are 
well known technologies and will continue to evolve based mainly on the 
economics. The single largest road block stalling the increase of recycling is in 
noncompliance of source separation resulting in the uneconomical cost of separating 
recyclables from waste. One potentially significant solution would be to focus on a 
Massachusetts Materials Lifecycle Management Plan that would facilitate ease of 
development for “practical” sustainable markets that would result in the banning of 
recyclables and non-hazardous, non-recyclable secondary material from disposal. 
The solution should be based around the sustainable availability of a secondary 
material with “marketable” value (purchased from the source - no tipping fees) for 
any environmentally positive or beneficial use other than disposal.  

        IPPC respectfully requests the MA DEP consider the following comprehensive 
plan for inclusion in the drafting of a MLMP, as previously suggested or included in 
the re-writing of the new SWMP. 

     SECONDARY MATERIALS LIFECYCLE MANAGEMENT PLAN

      “CELLULOSE BASED MATERIALS AND PACKAGING MATERIALS”

Sustainable Economic Marketability

        The most abundant clearly recognizable secondary materials that should be 
removed from the waste stream, which represents a substantial portion of 
Massachusetts municipal and commercial solid waste, is non-hazardous, recyclable 
and non-recyclable cellulose based materials (CBM) and packaging materials (PM).  
These materials are usually co-mingled with other waste at the source, which prevents 
viable economic access to the recyclables and non-recyclable CBM & PM contained 
within.
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IPPC Estimates Massachusetts Produces Approximately 2.4 Million Tons/Year of 
CBM & PM from Three Main Sources of Generation as Follows:

> 60% of Residential/Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) 
> 70% of Fast Food Restaurants Waste
60 – 99% of Most Commercial, Industrial and Retail Waste

Environmental Value of CBM and PM

        The clean, non-hazardous, non-recyclable materials contained within nearly all 
CBM & PM are valuable resources for use as an alternative fuel “Paper Derived Fuel” 
(PDF) and as a fossil fuel avoidance measure. The emissions from proper combustion 
of PDF are cleaner than coal and #6 fuel oil due to its lower nitrogen and sulfur 
contents. More importantly, at least 75% of PDF is biomass which will substantially 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions when utilized for fossil fuel avoidance. Therefore, 
PDF will positively assist in reducing NOX, SOX, CO2, Mercury and other emissions 
when co-fired in existing fossil fuel power plants as a coal or oil avoidance measure.

Economic Value of CBM and PM

       The following information clearly demonstrates the economic value of non-
recyclable CBM & PM for the manufacturing of PDF.  

Coal fired power plants in New England currently pay approximately 
$100 per ton for coal. This equates to approximately $4.00 per million 
btu’s.
The cost of #6 oil to oil fired power plants at “$60 per bbl” equates to 
approximately $12.00 per million btu’s.
Biomass power plants in New England currently pay approximately $30 
per ton for whole tree chip woody biomass. This equates to 
approximately $3.50 per million btu’s.
The cost of PDF to all fossil fuel fired power plants is approximately $55 
per ton. This equates to approximately $2.75 per million btu’s.
The Massachusetts Alternative Portfolio Standard further provides for a 
mechanism to qualified fossil fuel fired power plants to realize a final 
cost of PDF of approximately $1.25 per million btu’s.
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           This information clearly demonstrates the economic and environmental value, 
benefits and use of CBM and PM when manufactured into PDF and co-fired in fossil 
fuel power plants as a substitute for virgin fossil fuels. As stated previously, this is 
why it is IPPC’s position that it is unnecessary and irrational for Massachusetts 
constituents and businesses to continue to be forced to pay exorbitant “tipping fees” to 
incinerator/waste-to-energy plants to use CBM & PM as a fuel. The simple fact 
remains that PDF, properly combusted, is a cleaner fuel than coal, #6 fuel oil and 
wood and can be manufactured and delivered at a significantly lower cost than these 
commodity fossil and biomass fuels. Additionally, all power plants in the United 
States are extremely heavily regulated by state and federal government. Under the MA
DEP’s oversight, co-firing of PDF “would not” and “could not” be permitted in any 
Massachusetts power plants where such co-firing would result in violation their 
permitted emissions requirements.

        It is an unquestionable fact that fossil fuel fired power plants will continue to 
operate in Massachusetts for the foreseeable future. There currently exists 
approximately 1,400 megawatts of electricity generation in Massachusetts from coal.  
In addition to the positive and substantial beneficial economics of PDF discussed 
throughout this submittal, IPPC estimates that the available CBM and PM currently 
discarded as waste in Massachusetts has the potential to reduce the amount of coal 
used in Massachusetts by 20 to 30%. Coal-fired power plants, when co-firing PDF, in 
essence become partial generators of a practical form of green, renewable energy.  

        These facts clearly meet the criteria of a viable and immediately available
economical and environmentally beneficial market use for non-hazardous, non-
recyclable CBM & PM to manufacture PDF and its subsequent use as a renewable 
biomass fuel as a substitute for virgin fossil fuels to generate electricity in 
Massachusetts.

Management/Collection and Economics of Non-Recyclable CBM & PM

The infrastructure and economics for source managing and collection of non-
hazardous, non-recyclable CBM & PM from residential dwellings, fast food 
restaurants and businesses are easily and economically accomplished. IPPC has 
clearly demonstrated this through the use of what IPPC refers to as its “third bin” 
acquisition method. At the source of most CBM & PM there already exists a waste bin 
and a recycle bin. The introduction of a “third bin” exclusively for collection of 
approved clearly identifiable CBM & PM and some simple education at the source is 
all that is needed. Based on IPPC’s experience the third bin is the largest of all bins. 
This further demonstrates the amount of CBM and PM being disposed of as waste.



8

Commercial, Industrial, and Retail Businesses Sources  (Pre-Consumer) 

        IPPC has easily and successfully implemented its CBM & PM 
collection/acquisition process in commercial, industrial and retail pre-consumer 
supply sources (see attached letters from businesses contained within the Written 
Comments for Solid Waste Master Plan Policy Development sent to the MA DEP 
dated January 15, 2009). The economic incentive enthusiastically received by these 
sources is the elimination of high disposal costs for these materials while further 
“greening” their companies.   

Fast Food Restaurant Business Sources  (Pre-Consumer and Post-Consumer) 

        The same CBM & PM collection/acquisition process described above can be 
implemented in the Fast Food Restaurant Business sector with the same positive 
results. The only difference in the management of this mixture of pre-consumer and 
post-consumer CBM & PM occurs upon receipt at the PDF manufacturing plant. 
These materials would require additional inspection and screening for potential non-
compliant materials. The economic incentive enthusiastically received by these 
sources is the elimination of high disposal costs for these materials while further 
“greening” their companies.   

Residential/Municipal Sources  (Post-Consumer)   

        The “third bin” collection/acquisition process would also be used at this source; 
however, more stringent and additional inspection is required upon receipt at the PDF 
manufacturing plant. Removal of recyclables and noncompliant materials to insure 
feed stock quality for the manufacturing of PDF, post-consumer CBM & PM are 
screened using combined sophisticated inspection technologies (infrared, optical, x-
ray, mechanical, pneumatic) and manual separation techniques. The economics are 
also significantly different than the other sources of CBM and PM. The existing 
disposal charges to the source for these materials would remain in place and would be 
used to subsidize the municipalities cost of separate collection and transport of the 
CBM and PM to the PDF manufacturing plant. The municipalities would be the seller 
of the CBM and PM to the PDF manufacturing plant. The PDF manufacturing plant 
could purchase the CBM and PM “under contract” from the municipality for a 
minimum of $1.00 per ton. IPPC estimates that the initial net economic results “as 
proposed” would yield excess revenues to the municipalities. A reduction in collection 
cost to the source (municipality residence) could be provided over time as the price 
paid for CBM and PM increase on an annual basis in alignment with the price paid for 
PDF.
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PDF Manufacturing Increases Recycling Opportunities 

       PDF manufacturing plants acquire and purchase all non recyclable CBM and PM 
under long term materials supply contracts which coincide with a long term PDF 
supply contracts from power plants. This creates an accessible, reliable and consistent 
supply chain of materials that previously did not exist. This allows for the 
development of new recycling market opportunities for materials that were previously 
unavailable. Additionally, some sources generate such de minimus quantities of 
recyclables they are simply discarded as waste. Almost all sources generate large 
volumes of CBM and PM, which is where the de minimus recyclables would be 
placed. This is a positive alternative for low volume recyclable generation sources as 
recyclables would be removed at the PDF manufacturing plant. The first priority of a 
PDF manufacturing plant is to remove economically recyclable materials before
manufacturing the balance of specification compliant materials into PDF. PDF 
manufacturing plants operate under the oversight of the MA DEP, similar to a 
recycling operation, ensuring that PDF plants do not operate as “sham recycling 
operations”.

Benefits to Recyclables from PDF During Declining Economy Periods

        One of the most challenging problems for the recycling of materials occurs 
during downturns of recycling markets in declining economic cycles. Once inventory 
and process throughput of recyclable materials has reached full capacity during these 
periods, the only other option is disposal. This is especially true for low value and 
single market recyclables. Additionally, mass inventorying of recyclable materials 
during economic downturns further exacerbates this problem through supply and 
demand economics reducing the value of these materials until inventories deplete 
themselves. During these periods recyclers are forced to dispose of recyclables as 
waste. Manufacturing PDF from these recyclables, while less desirable in the 
hierarchy of materials lifecycle management than recycling, will allow for some 
beneficial use during economic downturns. This last resort option also avoids the high 
cost of disposal for these valuable commodities and circumvents the total loss of any 
beneficial re-use during these periods. 
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Benefits to Future Markets and Use of CBM and PM

        There are many new and innovative cellulose based energy technologies 
currently under development. These technologies are at best case, a minimum of a 
decade away and will require a sustainable supply of cellulose before becoming 
commercially and economically viable. Other than high cost, woody biomass, New 
England has no other source of economically feasible, “harvestable” and sustainable 
cellulose supply. Removing CBM & PM from the waste stream now, for use in 
existing practical and beneficial markets, will only assist in the development of these 
innovative cellulose based energy technologies. Economics and regulatory oversight 
will determine the best use for CBM & PM as these innovative cellulose based energy 
technologies reach commercial viability. 

              “OTHER SECONDARY NON-HAZARDOUS MATERIALS”

        Excluding C&D debris, once CBM and PM are removed from the waste stream, 
Metal Based Materials, Glass Based Materials, Plastic Based Materials and Food 
Based Materials make up the majority of the balance of Massachusetts waste stream. 
Removal of CBM and PM from these Other Secondary Materials will allow for more 
economical access and separation at Materials Recycling Facilities and Single Sort 
Recycling Operations. Many regulatory management mechanisms for these Other 
Secondary Materials already exist under the recycling regulations. In order to 
economically access the non-hazardous portions of these other Secondary Materials 
groups and lost recyclables, IPPC believes that CBM and PM, due to their greater 
volume presence, must be removed first in the process of lifecycle management of 
secondary materials. Once this occurs, Massachusetts recycling flat line will likely 
end and materials recycling initiatives and goals should again become realistically 
achievable.

MLMP Secondary Materials Disposal Bans and Penalties

        The MA DEP should consider inclusion in the MLMP policies for banning of 
residential and commercial disposal of any non-hazardous secondary materials on the 
basis that a sustainable available “marketable” value (purchased from the source - no 
tipping fees) for any environmentally positive or beneficial use that exists other than 
disposal. In the case of residential collection of CBM and PM, the municipality would 
be the selling source of the materials while continue to charge the residences the 



11

current disposal cost to subsidize the collection of these secondary materials. The 
municipality would be responsible for residential compliance. Basically, if the market 
offers to buy a non-hazardous secondary material from any source that can be reliably 
managed, then the source may not dispose of these materials into the waste stream. 
Fines and/or penalties should be clearly established and issued to every source, from 
individual residents to businesses, for non-compliance. The policing and reporting to 
the MA DEP of residential and business non-compliance of an approved ban would be 
provided by the market buyer (a business or municipality) interested in purchasing 
these secondary materials.

Benefits from Materials Lifecycle Management of CBM & PM by 2015

20 to 30% Reduction of Coal Used  in Massachusetts   
225,000 Megawatts of Renewable Energy Generated
$200,000,000 Per Year Saved by Massachusetts Businesses 
$132,000,000 Per Year of Cash Infusion into Massachusetts
2,400,000 Tons Per Year of Materials Removed From Waste  
1,000 New Green Jobs Created in Massachusetts 
Reduce or Eliminate the Need for New Additional Incinerators 
Reduction of waste exported out of Massachusetts 
Lowering waste disposal costs for the residents of Massachusetts 
Substantially increase the amount of materials recycled  

        IPPC is confident that if the State of Massachusetts fully supports the use of non-
hazardous, non-recyclable CBM & PM for the manufacturing of PDF as a virgin fossil 
fuel avoidance measure for the generation of electricity during the re-writing of the 
SWMP, the above benefits are realistic and achievable by the year 2015. Removal of 
2.4 million tons per year of these non-hazardous valuable materials from the 
Massachusetts solid waste stream will reduce and may eliminate the potential need to 
build new solid waste disposal sites or incinerators/waste-to-energy facilities in 
Massachusetts in the near future. Removal of these same materials has the high 
potential of providing economical access to the substantial portion of recyclable 
materials currently disposed of as waste. If these combined efforts can be 
simultaneously realized, the current waste disposal capacity in Massachusetts would 
be greatly conserved, further reducing the potential need to build new waste disposal 
sites or incinerators/waste-to-energy facilities in Massachusetts in the long term. 
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        In closing, IPPC is confident based on its successes to date that use of non-
recyclable CBM and PM for energy, as a virgin fossil fuels avoidance opportunity, is 
one viable solution for materials management and waste management in the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts. IPPC looks forward to meeting with the MA DEP 
to provide more comprehensive ideas for the individual topics discussed. In order to 
satisfy any concerns regarding the economic long term viability of what is proposed, 
IPPC is willing to share with the MA DEP detailed economics for the manufacturing 
of Paper Derived Fuel. Massachusetts is known throughout the United States as a 
leader in the development of policies that have put the Commonwealth in the forefront 
of many issues and opportunities. Once again, it is time for Massachusetts to 
demonstrate its leadership by responsibly recognizing and managing non-recyclable, 
non-hazardous materials as a valuable resource, under a new Massachusetts Materials 
Lifecycle Management Plan and policies. This will certainly yield positive economic 
and environmental results. Over the next few months, IPPC will be actively and 
aggressively soliciting support, for the innovative and beneficial technology proposed 
from the Massachusetts; executive administration, legislators, regulators, 
environmental action groups, businesses and constituency. IPPC thanks the MA DEP 
for their guidance and support over the past ten years. We look forward to the 
opportunity to participate in positive “change” that reflects the MA DEP 
Commissioner’s new vision of Reduce, Reuse, Recycle, and non-hazardous “residual 
materials” lifecycle management as a first priority in the rewriting of the 
Massachusetts Solid Waste Master Plan. 

Sincerely,

Mark A. Dupuis, President/CEO 

Cc: The Honorable Governor Deval Patrick                                          Other Regulatory State Agencies                        
       The Massachusetts Executive Administration                                 
       The Massachusetts State Senate                                                      Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Maine, Maryland,  
       The Massachusetts House of Representatives                                 Massachusetts, Michigan, New Hampshire, New Jersey   
       Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources                            New York, North Carolina, Pennsylvania,    
       Massachusetts Environmental Activist Groups                               South Carolina, Virginia 
       United States Environmental Protection Agency  







US EPA Advanced Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking  

Identification of Non-Hazardous Materials 
That Are Solid Waste 

 
Docket ID No.  EPA-HQ-RCRA-2008-0329 

 

® 
 

International Paper Products Corporation 
98 SGT. TM Dion Way 
Westfield, MA  01085 

Prepared by:  Mark A. Dupuis, President/CEO   
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